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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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6) ^ Claim(s) 1-14 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
12/3/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s). at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention . 

4. In particular, claim 1 0 recites "a constraint force effects joining of the intermediate 
blank and magnetic pole claw together." It would appear claim 10 recites the 
intermediate blank and magnetic pole claw as separate elements which are joined 
together. There does not appear to be any support for this recitation in the specification, 
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since the intermediate blank already has magnetic pole claws thereon, the die(s) merely 
being used to shape this intermediate blank into the final shape. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention . 

7. Regarding claim 1, the phrase "constraining an intermediate ... the magnetic 
pole claw" (lines 3-6) renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear how multiple 
magnetic pole claws can extend from an inner peripheral surface of a magnetic pole 
claw . Moreover, the phrase "the magnetic pole claw" (line 6) lacks proper antecedent 
basis. Likewise in lines 7-1 0 of claim 1 1 . 

8. In lines 7 and 8, the phrase "applying a forming force from a radial direction of 
said rotor core toward the blank axis by moving a forming punch in the radial direction 
toward the intermediate blank" renders the claim indefinite. In particular, the radial 
direction of the rotor core cannot be ascertained, with respect to the other structural 
elements recited in the claim. Moreover, since the force is applied from a radial 
direction, it is unclear how moving the punch in the radial direction applies the force. 
Moreover, the rotor core has thus far only been recited in the preamble of the claim, and 
it is therefore unclear where the rotor core is positioned, relative to the intermediate 
blank. Similarly in lines 11 and 12 of claim 11. 
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9. Regarding claim 2, it is unclear what is meant by "wherein the tapered surface 
and the permanent-magnet fastener are during application of the forming force." 

10. Regarding claim 10, see the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph 
above. In line 3, the phrase "the constant force" lacks proper antecedent basis. In line 4, 
the phrase "the plate portion" lacks proper antecedent basis. Moreover, it is unclear how 
a magnetic pole claw can be joined with the intermediate blank, since the claws are 
already part of the intermediate blank. Further, the phrase "magnetic pole claw" in line 2 
renders the claim indefinite, since it is unclear which of the claws recited in lines 3 and 4 
of claim 1 is the intended claw. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 11, in line 12, it is unclear what is meant by "blank 2". Also, in 
lines 16 and 17, it is impossible to ascertain what is meant by radially on the other side 
of the outer peripheral end", because the radial direction is not clearly defined with 
respect to the other structural elements. 

12. As can clearly be seen from these rejections, the claim language is confusing 
and does not properly set forth structural and spatial relationships between the recited 
elements. Merely reciting a radial direction, for example, does not in any way establish 
the intended direction, since any direction can be thought of as a radial direction, with 
respect to some chosen point. The claims will be rejected as best understood . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

14. Claims 1-14, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kato (US200201 38968) in view of Habert (US3714484). 

15. In light of the numerous issues under 112 second paragraph, the rejection is 
maintained as presented in the Office Action mailed on 6/3/2008. It would appear the 
applied art is still pertinent. Regarding the newly added limitations, with respect to 
claims 1 and 11, a forming punch (114, Fig. 7) is certainly moved in a radial direction of 
the rotor core (6, Figs. 3-5), since the claim does not clearly set forth how this radial 
direction of the rotor core is related to the intermediate blank. See the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. Regarding claim 10, see the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 
112, second paragraph. A constraint force is certainly applied by the elements 113, 114 
in Fig. 7. Regarding claim 11, the intermediate blank is certainly constrained, as can 
be seen in Fig. 7. Moreover, the permanent magnet fastener is formed on an inner 
peripheral end, as claimed, and as previously discussed, in the Office Action mailed on 
6/3/2008. 

Response to Arguments 

16. Applicant's arguments filed 12/3/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

17. The Examiner acknowledges Applicants' request for a personal interview. 
However, in order to submit a response to Applicants" amendment in a timely manner, 
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an interview was not possible at this time. Applicants are invited to schedule an 
interview prior to filing a formal response to the present Office Action, in order to 
expedite the prosecution of the application. 

18. Applicants argue the Office Action relies upon Figs. 4-8 of the Habert patent as 
well as col. 2, lines 28-46 thereof, to provide [a tapered surface] without pointing to 
anything that would have suggested by so doing magnetic noise would be abated." 
Applicants also argue "[t]his motivation appears to be provided solely by the Applicants 
in the instant application" and that impermissible hindsight has been employed. 

19. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As discussed in the Office Action mailed on 
6/3/2008, Habert teaches forming a tapered surface on only one outer peripheral end of 
each pole claw as seen in Figs. 1-8. Moreover, Habert discusses using this structure to 
"solve the basic problem of noise". See col. 2, Ins. 28-46. It is unclear why Applicants 
would argue this motivation can only be found in the instant application, since, and as 
shown, it is known in the prior art. 

20. Applicants also discuss the newly added limitation of moving a forming punch in 
the radial direction of the rotor toward the intermediate blank, arguing that the applied 
references do not disclose this limitation. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. As 
discussed in the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, the present claim 
language is unclear and renders the claim indefinite, as the various spatial and 
structural relationships between the recited elements cannot be ascertained. The 
applied art still meets the claim limitations because the radial direction of the rotor core 
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is not clearly defined. It is not even clear where the rotor is, with respect to the 
intermediate blank. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, DAVID P. BRYANT can be reached on (571) 272-4526. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 

/L. R. C.I 2/15/2009 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



